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ABSTRACT 

Condition of Roads, Ways, and Primitive Routes 

in Tuscarora Field Office Wilderness Study Areas 

 

 The purpose was to examine (a) current soil and vegetation conditions of 

previously identified OHV routes, (b) to document the extent if any that the route’s 

characteristics changed since being identified in the initial intensive inventory, and (c) to gather 

and document the current soil and vegetation condition of trespass routes and/or previously 

undocumented OHV routes in Tuscarora Field Office’s six Wilderness Study Areas.  Maps from 

2002, drawn from CITRIX were used to identify routes in WSAs that were found during the 

1979, initial inventory to use as a comparison to currently existing routes.  At least four data 

points along the length of each route was taken using a Trimble GPS.  At each of these data 

points, measurements were taken of the track depths along with photos up, down, left and right at 

the data point and were used to identify current conditions of the vegetation and routes for future 

reference.  Depth measurements along with lengths of the routes were used to calculate cubic 

yards and tons of soil compacted/displaced in each WSA.  Route soil and vegetation conditions 

varied from one WSA to another and even transitioned from one regime to another over the 

length of the route.  In areas of pinyon-juniper there was very little vegetation in the route or 

understory.  Across all of the WSAs 14 routes re-vegetated (disappeared) and 8 new trespass 

routes were identified.   
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